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afthe mandated two-tiered SLC structure.

SUMMARY

following definitions:

Prima:ry Line
CC :)ocUt No. 97-18!

urmecessary burdens on both incumbent LEes and business end.user3.

The definition of"single-line business" should not be changed due, in pan. to the

Non-primary residence lines· any lines to which a residentialloca1 exchange rate applies
provided by I price cap LEe or a carner reselling such service, and on a customer's
account. at the same service address as the primary residence line.

Primary residence lio£ - the initial1ine of a customer's account at a specific service address
and for which a residetttiallocaJ. exchange rate applies,d~ with rererence both to
a price cap LEe residcmialloca1 service offering and to any carrier rese:':':, ~uch offering.

WIth these Commen13 and without waiving, prejudicing. or otherwise aff~ng any appeal,

the SBC LEes provide input on the definition of "primary resid~e line" and ::-.Aministration

This proceeding must remain focused on implementing that structure, wl.;::" will thereafter

The focus of this proceeding should be on implementing the two-tiered .;~~etUre in a

additional incentives or opportunities for "gaming the system." The SBe LEC~ .c.,::: ?ropose the

manner which is administrable, inexpensive and cost effective, customer-friendly and not

considerations are irrelevant to how a price cap LEC apply their lawful rates.

primary line." Such a system is beyond the scope of this proceeding, and Section 254

develop a system. that might eventually be considered for use to determine a "~.iversa1 service

be used by price cap LEes to charge their customers. This proceeding should ,,- r I.e used to

confusing or irritating, and is capable to being audited. The implementation should net result in

• The abbreviations used in this Summary are as defined in the main text.

CommCUE3 ofSouthw'esrml. Bell Telephone Campmy,
Pacific BeU. and NeYIda Bdl



any "primary tine status slammi.ng" before it gets started.

does not depend on self-cert:ificarion, would eliminate the customer confiasion and irritation that

Given the increasingly common occurrence of more than one household per service

Prin:Iary Line
CC Docket: No. 97-181

Adopting these definitions and an approach that makes a primary line determination with

reference to both the price cap LEe and the carrier reselling the price cap LEC's service, would

eliminate many of the problems a.ssociated \Vith the alternatives being considered. Amninistration

would be mechanized through billing records without the need for end,·user involvement, the need

to craft "primary line" standards and defa.ult rules would disappear, and competitive neutrality

The Commission should reject the notion of lL5ing a model to verify the number of primary

The SBe LEe approach would have the benefit ofusing existing price cap LEe and

betWeen price cap LEes, resellen. and end-users minimized. The approach would also eliminate

would be advanced. The entire process would be greatly simplified and the causes for disputes

reseller billing records. Making the primary/non-primary determination by end~r account

information is not only appropriate, it also results in many benefits.

For numero~ reasons, residential cwtomer self..certi.fication is the wrong approach in that

would result from any sclf-certification requirement, and would avoid the real possibility of the

it would entail a. massive program involving even unaffected end-users. The SBC LEe approach

cost of a.dmini.stration being greater than the benefit. Also, the Commission would not need to

address recovery of the price cap LEC's administrative costs.

lines. The Hatfield model, for example, as been demonstrated to be wholly unreliable in

esti.tnating the munbcr of lines in CBGs.

address, the Commission should not place a limit 00 the number of possible primary lines.

Commmts of~Bell TclcphoM Company,
Pacific 8d1. cdN~Bell -u·



Commission proc:eeding, including the Acc.mCbgc Rcfonn Order,
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CC Docket No. 97~181
)
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

11LiI Proceedial Mat g,..ia Focused Ouly o8lDapltJaeabai the Two-TIered Rate
Strartare for Price C., LEeS

The sole purpose oftbil proceec:tina is to implemezJla two-tiered SLC rate 5tI'Ueture for

only price cap LECS,~ to be used in charging their mail and wholesale cu.Uomen. In

COMMENTS OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY,
PACIFIC BU.L, AND NEVADA Rn.L

Southwestern Bd1 Te1~hoM CompalIy, hdfic Bell. and NevldaBell (c:oUccrivcly, the

In the Matter of

c..",rMr!ts ofSoudtwestaDBdl T~boaeCoorzpcny.
p~ Bdl. md Nev1da Bell

"SBe LECSj submit these Comments in response to the Notice QfJlrsmoMd RuleJJ14JQna. FCC

97-316, released by the Commission in thiJ proeeedihg 00 September 4, 1991 ("NPRM"). 'I'W

proceeding wu instituted to implement the tw<>-tier residential subscribc:r line charge rSLCJ

stI\1dlJ.te mandattd only for price cap local exchange wriers ("LECS") tbU~ aLi0 pttd in the

Access ClvvJe Reform OrdC[. l By filing these Cmn:menta, none of the sac LEeS or a.n:y

1 ACX'UI ChtJrge Refame,.Pria CAp Perfat7lltllllCtl RrMwfix loaJl~ CorriIfTS,
T~Raa Strw:tJJn aIfIlPricin& FJJd U., COMmOII~ C1targa. CC Doc:b:r NOI. 96-262.
94-1. 91·213, IDd 95-72. F'trB Bcpoa wi Order, FCC 97-158 (n::leased May 8, 1997) (I4AC£!"\.
Charp Reform Order").
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Under DO circumstances should the Comm.iuion aUow this~ing to be recast &.! .!

PrimIry Line
cc Doclcet No. 97· \81

1 NPRM.'" 0.19.

C'M'III"" mSouthWdml Bell TdqJboae~.
PIIci& :sen. -ad Newda Bc:Il

HNot EllmiDated, tbe Deftaitioa o( SiIlgie-Liae Bumal Should Be Left Unchanged

(NPRM,' S)

uNiisturbed would awid the unnceesury burden ofimplancuting another billing system change.

subjecting buVneu customen to service c.haDgea, and having inaJmbem local cWutnse carriers

dc:finitionof~ burinesi' set forth in 47 C.F1L § 69.1 S2(h). Leaving the definition

The SBe LEeS believe that the business line SLC distinction 5hou.ld be e1imjnated. If:

how the price cap LEeS apply their lawful chargea. For the same reuon, there iJ 00 reason to

coosideratiol13 based on 47 U.S.C, § 254 are sittq)ty imlevam to 1!tI'UdUre meant to implement

is not a price cap LEC in determ.inins the primary line.

howC'VCf, the di.stincri<m is to remain. tbe Commission sbou.ld not chanse the existing bue

eventually limited to a single line per residence or business. AI the Colftl'niWon ac.knowledges,

such • sysum is not the interJt of thi! ptneHding,J and tbu.s is beyond iu scope. Moreover, my

me&Il5 afforcing price cap LEeS to create and administer a sy3tem that might be considered for

use in. detcrminin8 a "u.nivenal service prinwy line" shouJd federal univa'sal service support is

~, this proccedina is largely a replay oftbe earlier Commiuion proceedintp that defined

"'single-line bu-1i!1t3l" and "multiline blloMCS9'" services for purpose of applying the SLC, albeit

tiWI time in the context of the resale obligations imposed by the 47 U.S.C. § 251.
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:Primary l.iDc
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The most reasonable way to achieve those goals is to define "primary~" in reference

Primary raidcncc 1iDc - the initial line of a customer's &CCOUDt It I specific: sc:r.i~

addretIlDd for wbich I. residemiallocal exchange rate applies, ddermined with
refenDce both to I price cap LEC residentia.lloca1~ offering aDd to any carrier
resen",s such olJ"erins.

Non-primary re:sideDCe liMa • laY Jines to which I. reaideatiallocal excbanse rate applies
pnMded by a price cap LEC OCI carrier reu1ling lIUcl1 service, and on I. customer's
a.ccouDl It the same sc::rviee address u the primary residence tiDe.

De CollUDiuioD Should Adopt. DefiJaitioa for Primary Line TUt en •
AdmUaiitered (NPRM. " ~ 11)

Tbe focus of this proceedins should be on imp1ementina the two-tiered SLC mueture in

a manner which is administrable, inexpensive and cost effective, customer-friendly and DOt

st:ruetUre., or that creates additional incentives or opportunities for "gaming the system" or

confusing or irritating, and is capable ofbeing audited with I. substamial degree ofconfidence.

outright fraud. In an era where competition will require price cap LEeS to become more

unreasonable.

additional cosu on price cap LEeS for the sake of trying to administ« the mandated two-tiered

The Commission should corrcspoodingly strive to avoid any proc:csI that imposes significant

to the price cap LEe'5 local semte, and to use existing cwtomer hilling records to the greatest

extent posaDle. The sac LEeS thus suggest adoption of the foRowiDg definitions:

('.em"''''''' aCSoudJWCIIa4Bd1r~ Compmy.
p.afic Ben. .ad Ncv.dt:8eU
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Primary tine
CC Doc:&J:t No. 97-181

be able to tnIdc tbcU eDd~' primary and non--primary linea relyin@; only on its own existing

ofunbundled local-loop). tJw fourth line would not be counted U eitber a primary or oon-

data. Imponamly, any possible need for end-wer self.-artifieatio.n disappean. avoiding untold

numben of confu!ed and irritated end-usen, unretl.U'nCd certifications, and the need to craft a

By way of example, a customer with two fesidr:nti.allina provided by a price~ LEe and one

(provided by~ price cap LEC). To continue the example, if the customI!:r had a.notber

re3idc:mial1ine provided by yet another local camet that is ficilities-bued (e.g., provided by use

primary re:!:ideutiJd liM for the purposes of the pri~ cap LEe assessing the SLC or

presubsQ'ibed interexch.ange carrier charge, or '1Jrcc."

The beDefits wociatcd with thi! llpPToach are many. FtrSt, price cap LEeS could

c ..'"""'" ~SouIhwmIr:m Ben Tm,.p.rwr Oxapcny.
P-=i1ic BcU. IDd N'c9w:ia Bell

provided by a carrier rescUing that price cap LEe5~ce would bave two "primary residence

lines" (oQe for each carner providing residential ~ce). and one "non-primary residence line"

ability to audit c:ffectivdy for proper administration would be greatly enhanced, due to the

relatively se1f-Mntlined DIlUte ofcustolMl' billing records.

Adopg. oftbia approach would a1Jo be competitively neutral, elimjmte the certain

potattia1 fbr dispoltel. ItMi the need to adopt even more standlrdJ aDd rules thIt would be

diffiallt to implcmast aDd administer. Since the price cap LEe aDd dcll~ carrier would

each be able to claim a primary line 10 the same residence, neither would be placed at a

billing records, without the need for the gathering. recordin&. updarin& and retaining additional



of days after receiVed by whom so as to permit proct'SW1g and thus eliminate need for retroactive

SLCs should be charged 1.1nder the sac LEe approach would Ibll be~ed The price cap

The SBC LECS sugat usins a combination of reseUer een.ificaUons and service addresses for

PrimarY L.iDc
CC~ No. 97-181

However, u between the price cap ue and its reseUers, some detenninatiOll ofbow

, Wbala1iDe is reso~ the oper-itiOGll support systemI oltbe SBC LEeS list the R5Cller
u the aJltomer ofn:cord. The SBC LEeS expect that other incumbent LEeS' wholesale records
ue similarly populated.

competitive disadvaJuage based upon the anoimins ofone residenti&l1ine II "primary...

Also eJjminJrted by the $BC LEe's proposed approach would be the question ofwbat

standard should be used to decide which line is primary (e.g., earliest date of service, customer

certification). and how to apply that standard (6.g., in the case of 01St0IDer 3elf-c.ertitieation, (i)

when mailed by customer, (Ii) when received and when received by whom, or (ill) I ~ number

determining the application ofthe primary and non--primary SLCs. RaeIIa1 would be able to

provide euti::6cIQoaa u to the DUmber of primary and DOD-primary residential~ It I specific

scrW:e addraI ckurmiDccl in KCOrdance with the SUSScsted defiDitioaa, and the price cap LEC

would charp acc:ordiaslY. However, in the absence of I e«tifie:atioa in situations wbae there is

true-up; ifearliest date in savice is used, partie:ulatly vexing u local number portability

becomes ubiquitous, and custo1IUS" telephone number does DOt change but date of 3e:'Vice does).

Adopting the proposed definitiOn! tremeDdousiy simplifies the procell for price cap LEeS.

resellen, and perhaps most importantly, tMr respective eod.-user alStOlDS"S.

LEC will not have a.cceu to the reseUer'.5 end-user account information such that the price cap

LEC could dctc:rminc how to apply the primary/non-primary definition to iu wholesale services. ]

Cod...... ." ~ SoudIw 1:nt Bd1T~..... eomp.y.
P.a& Bell. _ Newda Bd1



proposal. the Commission can avoid a DeW form of"',Jamminj' befbre it even geu started.

~L.iDe

CC Dcda.:t No. 91-181

would greatJy diminish disputes over whether the reseJler 5bould be cbarsed • primary or a non-

Existinl BiIlial Rec.ordl Should~ Used ID Determia.iD1 Number o(PriDw'y LiDei
to a Smile :Premila (NPRM, l' S)

The SBC LEeS recommend that the number ofprimaly and DOn-primary !iDa be

determined widl relermce to Idual customer biDins &CCOWIU. Detam.inationa would be made

more tlw1 one I'8ICld residemW line to a ser'\'\ce addresa. the reseDet wculd be chuged O~

primary line SLC and the remaining lines would be subjc:a to the DOn-primary SLC. Those

certi1icarion5 would need to be subject to audit by the Commission as well u by the price cap

LEe.

primary SLC. the Med to pro-rate SLCJ betweeD primary and non-primlly rates ifthe primary

line designation changes in the ttliddle oC a billing period, biJIing miJtakes and~

attributable to laclc oCknowiedge that could result in a line being milllbeled as '"primary." and

marketing efforts that seek only to taU advantage of I reguJuor-aeated charBinB distinctiOtt

(mcluding that aimed 11 rnaldng the advertising atrier the~ cmia'). Indeed. one em

envision "primary line SWWJ sJammint' becoming a new ICOU:I'ge. By adopting the SBC LEe',

0:" 4:llCG11 cL!bIIh\Wall:m Bell T~"".IC- C<Jmp4ay.
P-=i& Bell. at Nev.da Bell

specific 5er'Yice address considered I4primary" and any additional residentW tm.:s coosoUda1cd

onto the same account It that addresa.bc:ing COtl!oidered "'aon:-primary." Suclt c:odSOHdued lines

arc usually DOt the primary voiee path out or I houaehold, but iastead are used for personal



Primary Line
cc~No. 97-181

primary/non-primary line designation can be easily determiDed through standard customer

that cot15Olidaled a.ccoUIJ:t:s more closely match the definition ofnon-primary line:s. Fmally. the

By c1eterminin8 primary lines in this rnannet'", the followins e:ffic:iencies and bendit:I can

be realized. FtrSt, consolidated acc:owttJ can be automatically monitored by the billing system to

ensure that only applicable tines are uaessed the higher SLC. Second, customer perception is

7

within the Commiuion's view of nonAprimary line:!. For the ~en State opa11tions of the SHC

computer or dm use, dMieated to children use, and the like. As such, they fit comfortably

apenses. A11y other process ofdetermining norrprimary lines would not be fully mc:cbanind,

creating much greate' resourca demands and vastly increasing the Iikdihood of inaccurate and

C' fJP'IIC'IlD ~Soudlw b:zb BenT~ CampIIly.
PIci6c Bell. D:I Ne-ndaBell

sar-c.dftaaioall tile Wro., Approach (Nl'RM. , ')

ODe ofthc metbodI bema coosid«ed by the Commission is having ead1 resideati&l

customer seif..ccrtify. primary liDe. 'I'hc:R are over 100 million re!identillJ !ina in the United

LEes, approximately five percent (5%) of its total residemiaJ KCCSIlines are consolidated onto

decisionp~ making the operation noo-bWcd. In sum, this approach will save the SBC

LEeS and doubtlesa other price cap LEeS considerable expenses in billing system



8

Pri'IlWyUoc
cc Doc:b:t No. 97· t8t

they do not already provide.

Commiuion pow that iIlOJmbcm LEeS will incur a substantial burda1 to identify each oftbeir

would thus email. massive program that would need to involve even tbo~ custome:n not

affected by the twO-tiered SLC structure.

Requiring sdf--ccnification simply will not minimi7~ the substantial administrative cost

demonstrably false, thus negating the tentative conclusion to adopt sdf-certification. 'The

cu.stomer5' primary line without infomwion from tM ewtom«. The SBC LEeS demonJtnted

otherwise above that primaty/noo-primary line definition! can be adopted and the mandated two-

customers' and S«Vice~es' confusion and irritation. Adopting the SBC LEeS'

on incumbent LEeS. To the comruy, sdf-certiticatiol1 will mpjmizc expense. IS wdl IS

proposed approach avoids the onc:row ~ement to poll customers with the easily-gamed

inquiry ofwhethcr they prefer a bigba (non-primary) or a lower (primary) SLC cb.ar8e. No

higher SLC cbap wiD ewn oft'set the additional caSU ofany seJf'-eenitication program and the

mmy a.ssociltrd DOG-RCU11'ing and rccuning cosu and problems rnesttioDed earliet'. b:b non-

degree ofauditins by the Commiuion could prevent gaming ofthiJ~ approaclt

• '"Treads in Telephone Senic:e," Feden.t Conunun.ications Commission, Common Carrier"
Bureau, March 1997, Table 19.

C ""'J1G7IlI of SouIhwdIa:n Ben TeIepbcae Company.
P.mc Bdl. IUdNcv.aa Bell
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now a primary line?

LEeS cannot lawfully be plaGed in I oo-win scenario by the Commission, wba'e the only

PrimIIy L.in&e
cc Docket No. 97·18 t

recover the new costs usociated with administering the customer certification process. Price cap

primary SLC will iDitia11y generate an additional $1. SO perm~ or S18 per year. Auumiag

$.90 per year per line in addrtiooal re'YCIllJeS. To derive the net baJdit to a price cap LEe of

her serW1g LEeS regarding the cJa.tsification of the lines. Ifa residemial custotna' disconnects

a line, it mayor may DOt be the ODe be or she baa certifi.ed u the primary b, and those Iincs

Moreova-, the Commission's proposal pLaces the burden on the customer to notifY hi! or

S% of l'e5idaw:e tina are identified as non-primary, I price cap LEC would realiz.e an average of

worda, a net 1091 to the price cap LEeS. The Commission's proposal a1Juda to no aw:hanimI to

such a program the &dzninim'a:tive cost of the seif-certi1ication procell would need to be

subtracted from expected reveswa. The SBC LEeS believe that the cost ofadministering a 5df.

certification. procesa wiIllikeJy be fiIr greater than additional revenue geDented - in other

permitted way ofrec:overiDa ita lesitimate and acknowledged cosu sIiI1 results in • lou.

may have been spread over more thaD one carrier. Ifthe customa' disconnects the primary line,

will it be the c:ustomc:r's respoQSibility to inform the LEe that one oftheir non-primary lines i.!

Modell CI.IIIlot Be Used to Verify the Number oC:Priaw'y LiDa (NPRM" 19)

The idea ofusiD8 modelt to verify the number ofprimary linea is simply oooaensical M

bas been demon.stntcd time add~ the AT&:TIMCI Hatfield modlI!I does an bom:ndous job

ofpredicting the m.u:nber oClina in Ccnsu.s bJodc groups. Su, e.g.• FedeTaJ.sta# Joint Board

Commcnsw aI Soudr- Fem BellT~~.
PIICi6c: Bell. ItJd NevIda Bell



from bouscbotd iDformation to line counu.

Primvyl.i¥
CC Oocb!t No. 9'7-181

.illl'lo8te, The

"'~ to any mWler

,>45 aDd 97-160,

'r .......~"--:'-~15

1i'), , 49 (citing

:.: 961-3, 12 FCC Red

The estimates provided between a.etual Calsuses are (2.

specific:aUy, or inaImbent LEes, generally.

S. Tbe IoiDt Board in its m:ommendation and the Commission in its UDiva'sa1

--."ice order ea.cb alticized the models for not producir' ;:ante or

represeuw:ive eounu oftiDes tlw would correlate to ac~' 1UOrmaUoa produced

by an incumbent LEe openting in that area..

1. The underlying Casus data jj only a sample. It does r 'c:tude mtDrmation on

3. The areas used by the !DOdds do not correspond to &rei 'JC which any c:ompany

would be reporting data. Census blocks ("CDi') or Co::.x..s bloc:.k group.

("CBGs") do not correspond to SC'.I"Ying area boundariel '-'i! of SBC LEeS,

4. The moddJ use theoretical calcu1atiOM buecl on broad '" "t~ to tramlate data

o .,n,cnb rS. Socoih........a Bell Tdcpboac CclmpcJy.
PICi& Bell. lad Ncnda Bdl

10

COncel"M ofSwe Board members OD tITOoeous line counts). ~ fe"

illustrate why this· proposal i.! not a practical approa.ch.

on Univust:d~, CC Docbt No. 96-45, Recolll!M!ldeg Deci$c

87, 1250 (1996); Fe&rra/-Statll Joint Board on lJnivenaJ Suvt~,

Mechartismf01' High Cost SlIJ'POHfor Non-RJuaJ LEes, CC~

Further Nqti", ofPro.posed RulCrtllkini FCC 97-256 (releued July
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Summini Up, the procesa being suggested would therefore u.se sample da1a (1990 Cauw).

adjusted with esrinmed data (1995 census estimates), and tnJWate household information to line

count.s U!ing theoretical calculations using broad avenge facton. It sbould be OOv;ow that the

proposed approach does not merit further" consideration..

COCI'mmb cSSoudl-: ten BsU TcIcpbgGe Cwnpmy.
p",Ben. md Nev1da Sdl

PriIIJ.ry tiDe
CC~No. 97-181



~LiI¥:
CC Doda:tNo. 97·181
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Respectfully submitud,

SOUTHWESTERN BFlL TELEPHONE COMPANY
PACIFIC BEll
NEVADA BEll

B /S/ Darryl W. HowardY'. ..;;.. _

Robert M. Lynch
Durward D, Dupre
Darryl W. Howard

One BeD Center, Room 3520
St. Louis, Miisouri 63101
(314) 235-2513

Nancy C. Woolf
140 New MontgOmeryS~ Room 1523
San Frmc:isco, CaUfomia 94105
(415) 542-7657

The Commission should not limit the number ofprimaly lines pet service addre.u. In

o .,p'cvts t1Soudl-uan Bdl Tdepboae CaDpcy.
Pacific Bdl md Nenda Bell

- exter3ded families, returned adult cl1ildrc:n, and unrelated roommates an ofwhich may

subscribe to local exchange service. E3cll of those howebolds constitute a OlUOmcr in its own

communication path. to the netWork. There i! no rQSOn to charge the noa-primary SLC for the

today' 5 5OCiety, it is not uncommon for muttiple bou.'JeholdJ to reside at the same 5a'Vice address

initial line provided to custOmer! in those circ:umstmces.



cERTrEICAIE OF SERVrCE

I, Don w. BI~vins. certify that a true and com~ct t:opy oc'the t"UregOlng PentJon of
".---

Western Union Corporation for Correction and..'or R:c:onsider;l[lon. J.nJ ~odi ficatton 0 f the

Commission Ord~r of September 5, 199i, was serve{! by First Class L"nited States ~\ail. postage

prepaid. this sixth day of October, 1997, upon each of the persons Jppe:mng on the anached list



,- ~~chard C. Schramm
~= :aniel J. Whelan
'-1=. J. Maruung Lee

-0 3e!1 Atlancic Telephone
:::)mpa:-.ies
_7:0 ~ Sc=eec, N.W.
;ash:~gc::)n, D.C. 20006

~r. John H. Pickecc
Vice President.
- Regulat.ory Affairs
:i~cinna~i Sell Telephone
20: E. Fourch Streec
?O. 30x 2301
::r.c:~~at.:, OH 45201

~s. ~a~a A. Rasmussen
~s. ~ebra T. Yarbrough
~orc~wescern Sell Telephone Company
~acific Norchwescern Bell ~el. Co.
:~20 19t.h St.reet, N.W.
suite 700
~ashi~gton, D.C. 20036

~r. Terry O. Oulundsen
Vice ?resident - Regulacory Matters
~r. Leo J. Bub
7he Sout.hern New ~ngland Tel. Co.
221 C~urch Street.
~ew Haven, CT 06406

~r. Robert L. Barada
~r. Maya A. Mathews
Pacific Bell
140 New Montgo~ery Street
Room 1524
San Franc:sco, CA 94105

Mr. Don Boecke
NYNEX
1828 L Stree:, N.W.
Washi~gton, ~_C. 20036

Mr. Thcmas J. Reiman
Ms. JoAnne G. Bloom
Americech. Operating Co~pa~~es

30 South Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60606

Mr. William C. Sull~van

Ms. Linda S. Legg
Mr. Paul G. Lane
Ms. Jea~~e A. Fischer
Southwestern Eell Telephon.e :::mpa:-.-,­

1010 ?ine St.~eet

St. Louis, MO 63101

Ms. Dana A. Rasmussen.
Mr. Robert H. Jackson
The Mountain States Telepho~e anc
Telegraph Company
1020 19th St~eec. N.~.

Suite 700
Washington, O.C. 20036

Mr_ James L. Wurtz
Mr. Stanley J. Moore
Pa.cific Sell
444 North Capitol Street, N.~.

Suite 718
washington, D.C. 20001



\1:::-. Ken Levy
~ational Exchange Carrier
A5S0cia~ion, Inc.
~JO south Jeffe~son Road
~hippany. NY Q79St

~r. James Blaszak
i-ieron Burcher:t.e
~025 Thomas Jef=erson S~reet, N.W.
washing~on, O.C. 20007

~r. Vincent L. Sgrosso

Xr. Richard M. Sbarat:a
3ell South Corporation
~300 Southern Bell Center
675 W. Peachtree Street, N.E.
A:lanca, GA 30375

Mr. Leon Kestenbaum
GTE Sprint communica~:ons Co=?·
1850 M Street, N.W.
suite 1100
washington, D.C. 20036

Jay E. Ri~k8, P.C.
Peter A. Rohrbach
SlS Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washing~on, D.C. 20006

Mr. Saul Fisher
Mr. Melvin A. Cohen
~r. Jeffrey Binder
Mr. William C. Hepburn
NYNEX
500 Westchester Aven~~

White Plains, ~e~ Yor< :06C4

John L. Ba~tlett

Robert J. Butler
William B. Baker
Jeffrey S. Linder
Wiley & Rien
l776 K Street, N.W.
Wa3hing~on, D.C. 20006

Mr. Robert J. But~e~

:.li ley & !Uen
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washi~gton, D.C. 2JC:~-23S?

Dempsey
Ave., N.W.
20004

~erbert E. Marks
S~~ire, Sanders &
1201 Pennsylvania
·";ashingt:.on. O. c.

Daniel J. Harrold
Jay L. Witkin
2innega , Henderson, Farabow, Garrett

& Dunner
1775 K Stree~, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20006



~~c~ard ~. Singer
?:e~son, Ball & Dawd
~2:: 18:~ Street, N.W.
-..Jas:::::.g:::n, D.C. 20036

~~::iam 3. 8arfield
~ic~ard M. Sbaratta
~e~~n A. Shockey
~lS~ Peachtree Street, N.W.
S'...l:"~; 1800
~t:~~ta, Georgia 30367-6000

Ga::' L. ?olivy
18~: M Street, N.W.
S'.J.~~e 1200
was~~ng~~n, D.c. 20036

Ja~es P. Tuthill
Se~sy S. Granger
30r,;1 W. Bogy
l~C ~ew ~ontgomery Street
~c:::c. 1530-11.
Sa~ F~ancisco, CA 94105

Joa~~e M. Salvatore
lOC South Jeffer~on Road
Wh~?pany, NJ 07981

Floyd S. Keene
Michael T. Mulcahy
Ameritech Services
2000 w. Ame~itech Center Dr:ve
Room 4H64
r.::offman Estaces, IL 60196-1023

Susan W. Kamp
Thomas E. Taylor
William O. Baskett III
Frost &. Jacobs
2500 Central Trust Center
201 East Fifth Stree~

Cinci~nat:, Ohio 45202

?atricl< Lee
Donald W. Boeke
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

fred Konrad
Aml!ritech
10S0 connecticut Ave., N.W.
suite 730
Washington, D.C. 20036


